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PER CURI AM

Bobby J. d dham appeals the district court’s order
accepting the recomendation of the magistrate judge and denying
relief on his 42 U S . C. § 1983 (2000) conplaint. The district
court referred this case to a magistrate judge pursuant to 28
US. C 8 636(b)(1)(B) (2000). The magi strate judge reconmended
that relief be denied. The tinely filing of specific objections to
a nmagistrate judge's reconmendation is necessary to preserve
appellate review of the substance of that recomendati on. See

Wells v. Shriners Hosp., 109 F.3d 198, 201 (4th Cr. 1997);

Wight v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th Cr. 1985); see also

Thomas v. Arn, 474 U.S. 140 (1985).

d dham has waived appellate review of the magistrate
j udge’ s concl usi on regardi ng t he obj ective conponent of the test to
establish an Ei ght h Anendnent condi ti ons of confinenent cl ai mbased

upon exposure to environnmental tobacco snoke by failing to

specifically object. See Helling v. MKinney, 509 U S. 25, 35-36

(1993) (discussing Eighth Anendnent standard); Odomv. S.C. Dep't

of Corr., 349 F.3d 765, 770 (4th G r. 2003) (sane). Accordingly,
we affirm the judgnent of the district court. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and Ilegal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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